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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 21 April 2006 , 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal nnatters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11. 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) KI Claim(s) 1-17 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 1.3.10,12 and 17 is/are rejected. 

7) KI Claim(s) 2.4-9,11 and 13-16 is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) E The drawing(s) filed on 11/21/2003 is/are: a)n accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) Is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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Detailed Action 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 4/21/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. The examiner brings attention to the fact that the applicant does not 
point out in the specification the difference between "a right to use said bus" and "an 
exclusive right to use said bus" as is currently claimed. The examiner could not locate a 
definition of "an exclusive right to use said bus" in the specification, therefore will 
interpret "an exclusive right to use said bus" as the limitation "a right to use said bus" 
has been previously interpreted during prosecution. 

The applicant states that the exclusive right to use the bus is different than the highest 
priority as described by Whipple. The examiner respectfully disagrees. By referring to 
the right to use the bus as an 'exclusive right' as the applicant has done, does not alone 
differentiate the claimed subject matter from the prior art. 

In the applicants remarks submitted 4/21/2006, page 2, the applicant states "in Whipple, 
the highest priority is successively handed over to the next node in the circle after a 
predetermined number of accesses are performed. In contrast, in the amended claim 1, 
the exclusive right to use the bus is released after a predetermined number of counting 
operations are performed by the counter circuit." 

Regarding this entry, the examiner would like to point out that claim 1 of the applicants 
application states that "the counting operations are performed by the counter circuit" 
would be counting "each time said second circuit accesses said bus;". This is the same 
concept that is being performed in Whipple's "after a predetermined number of 
accesses are performed", as a counter is used to determine when a number of bus 
accesses has been performed. 
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In the applicants* remarks, specifically paragraph 3 of page 2, the applicant states that 
the exclusive right to use the bus is different than the highest priority of Whipple. The 
examiner respectfully disagrees. In the applicants specification, particularly page 6 lines 
4 - 30, it is understood that the right to use a bus is granted by an arbiter to a master. 
Once this right to use the bus is granted, it occupies the shared bus until the counter, 
which is counting the number of accesses to the bus made by the master, reaches a 
predetermined number. Likewise, Whipple discloses in column 2 lines 24-48, once a 
node gains an anchor node priority, "highest priority" similar to the right to use the bus of 
the applicant, it has access to the bus at that given instant; and will relinquish (release) 
the highest priority (right to use the bus) once its programmable counter of bus 
accesses has been reached. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
Invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1. 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 
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4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1, 3, 10, and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Whipple, U.S. PN. 5,077,733 in view of Ayukawa et al. U.S. PN 6,697,906. 

1 . As per Claim 1 , Whipple discloses a shared bus system, comprising: 

• a bus; (column 2, line 27) 

• a first circuit coupled to said bus to access said bus (column 2 lines 32-33) 

• a second circuit coupled to said bus to share said bus with said first circuit, 
and to access said bus; (column 2, lines 32-33) 

• a counter circuit, which is provided in said second circuit, and performs a 
counting operation each time said second circuit accesses said bus; 
(column 21 lines 36-39, and Abstract lines 8-15) 

• wherein said second circuit releases the exclusive right to use said bus in 
response to detection of a predetermined number of counting operations 
performed by said counter circuit (abstract, lines 8-15) 

Whipple does not disclose: 

• an arbiter circuit coupled to said bus, said first circuit, and said second circuit to 
receive requests for an exclusive right to use said bus from said first circuit and said 
second circuit and to arbitrate the requests between said first circuit and said second 
circuit 

• after acquiring the exclusive right to use said bus from said arbiter circuit 

However, Ayukawa et al. discloses: 

• an arbiter circuit coupled to said bus (figure 1 numeral 17), said first circuit (figure 
1 numeral 26), and said second circuit (figure 1 numeral 27) to receive requests 
for an exclusive right to use said bus from said first circuit and said second circuit 
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and to arbitrate the requests between said first circuit and said second circuit 
(column 4 lines 1-5, figure 1) 
• after acquiring the exclusive right to use said bus from said arbiter circuit (column 
4, lines 1-5 figure 1) 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the applicants claimed invention to incorporate the teaching of Ayukawa into the system 
of Whipple to provide a way to sort through bus requests and select a requesting device 
to be granted the exclusive right to use the bus. 

The modification would have been obvious because one having ordinary skill in 
the art would want to provide a way to sort through bus requests and select a 
requesting device to be granted the exclusive right to use the bus (Ayukawa, column 4 
lines 1-5, figure 1). 

2. As per claim 3, Whipple discloses the system wherein a second circuit includes a 
register circuit, and the predetermined number is equal to a value stored in said register 
circuit (column 21, lines 54-60). 

3. As per claim 10, Whipple discloses a method of sharing a bus, comprising the 
steps of: 

• counting a number of accesses made to the shared bus after acquiring the exclusive 
right to use the shared bus (column 23, lines 14-16); 

• releasing the shared bus in response to an event that the number of accesses 
reaches a predetermined number (claim 15, column 25, lines 11-12). 

Whipple does not disclose: 

• sending to an arbiter circuit a request to grant an exclusive right to use a shared bus; 

• arbitrating at the arbiter circuit if a plurality of requests for the exclusive right to use 
the shared bus are made; 
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• acquiring the exclusive right to use the shared bus from the arbiter circuit in 
response to the request; 

However, Ayukawa et al. discloses: 

• sending to an arbiter circuit a request to grant an exclusive right to use a shared bus 
(column 4 lines 1-5, figure 1); 

• arbitrating at the arbiter circuit if a plurality of requests for the exclusive right to use 
the shared bus are made (column 4 lines 1-5, figure 1); 

• acquiring the exclusive right to use the shared bus from the arbiter circuit in 
response to the request (column 4, lines 1-5, figure 1); 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the applicant's claimed invention to incorporate the teaching of Ayukawa into the system 
of Whipple to provide a way to sort through bus requests and select a requesting device 
to be granted the exclusive right to use the bus. 

The modification would have been obvious because one having ordinary skill in 
the art would want to provide a way to sort through bus requests and select a 
requesting device to be granted the exclusive right to use the bus (Ayukawa, column 4 
lines 1-5, figure 1). 

4. As per claim 12, Whipple discloses a method further comprising a step of storing 
a value in a register circuit, and the predetermined number is equal to the value stored 
in said register circuit, (column 21, lines 54-60) 



5. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Whipple, 
U.S. Patent No. 5,077,733, in view of Ayukawa et al. U.S. PN 6,697,906. in further view 
of Takita etal, U.S. Patent No. 5,684,506. 



Application/Control Number: 10/717.670 
Art Unit: 2112 



Page 7 



6. As Per claim 17, Whipple and Ayukawa do not disclose a method wherein a bus 
is a memory bus to which a memory is connected, and a memory interface for 
accessing a memory through a memory bus shares a memory bus together with a liquid 
crystal display controlling circuit for controlling driving of a liquid crystal display device 
through said memory bus. 

However Takita discloses a memory bus, display controller and a liquid crystal display 
device (Takita, column 38, lines 60-65). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine the teachings of Whipple, Ayukawa, and Takita. 

One of ordinary skill would be motivated to use a liquid crystal display since such a type 
of device has been quite a well-known type of display device in prior existing art. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 2, 4-9, 11, and 13-16 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brian T. Misiura whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
0889. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rehana Perveen can be reached on (571)272-3676. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




